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THIS REPORT CONGERNS . . ... |
' The application of a special measurement technique designed to
differentiate submarine candidates from other z;aigai groups, and suc-

' cessful candidates from those who are unsuccessful,

IT IS FOR THE USEOF .. ... 4
Researchers in psyc‘hametrics, medical officers and psycholo-

gists concerned with research on the assessment of submarine candi-

dates, and to a lesser extent, those concerned with similar problemsin-

velving special duty groups throughout the Bepartmeat of Defense.

THE APPLICATION FOR SUBMARINE MEDICINE . ...,

Will be in the follow-up research prompted by this study in the
development of pencil-and-paper measures of FerSm}aI and socialadjust-
ment charactéristics, which may be related to su{:c‘ess in the submarine

force,

‘Issued by the Naval Medical Research Laboratory
- For Official Use
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ABSTRACT

This report is the third of four reports in connection with re-
search on the probleim: ‘‘The reliability and validity of the assessment
interview as a screening and selection technique in the submarine

service."’

The application of a special measurement technique which in-
volves the double administration of a set of words or phrases in the
f1\~ames of referehce of, first, submariners, and second, the respondent’s
owﬁ self-picture, is investigated. Reé_ponses to items of the instrument
by 1125 submaring candidates areanalyzedfor differences between these
and the responses of two other naval groups, namely, recruits and re-
c'eiv_ing station personnel; for reliability; and finally, for validity in terms

of the immediate criterion of gréduati«vn from Submarine School,

The findings show that submarine candidatés are differentiated
from the other naval groups in the significantly greater cqincidénce of
~ aspects of their _self-picturé with those of their stereotyve of a sub-
mariner, While most of the items are reliable, the present instrument
does not differentiate those successfully graduated from those disquatii-

fied temperamentally, physically, or academically,
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'THE INTERVIEW:

II1 . Aids to the 'nterview - The Subrnariner Stereotype

INTRODUC TION

- The Subm.arlner Stereotype is an inventory specially designed
for use in connec’uon with the screemnn and assessment of enhsted
candidates for the submarine service. Items included in the present'
exploratory form were drawn from another study conducted at New
L.ondon during the summer of 1950*,-! and from the project director's
experiencé during World War Il as a line officer in the submarine ser-
. vice, In the previous study, all members of the crews of two submarines
were mterv1ewed to fmd out what they con51de red were the qualities of

a good submariner and what they liked to see in their shipmates.

The inventory, (see Appendix A, The Submariner Stereotype) is
.composed of 40 items. Each item is a descriptive word or combination
of words to which the respondent is asked to react. Onthefirstadmini-
stration, the réspondent isasked toindicate by his choice of two responses

to each item (are or are not) what he thinks submariners are or arenot

like. On a second administration, he is asked toindicate by his response

what he thinks he himself is or is not like.

Two precautions are taken to reduce the ‘effect of memory onthe
responses given on the second administratioh. First, a time lag of one
to three days intervenes between the two administrations. Second, the
items are présented in reverse numerical Qrder' onthe second adminis-

tration;

To illustrate the procedure, Item 3 on the first administration
is ‘‘overpaid’’. The respondent checks on the line before the item if he
thinks submariners are overpaid. He checks on the line following the
item if he thinks éubmariners_a_x_x:g_g_g_toverpaid. Onthe second administra -

tion, this item appears as [tem 38, The respondent checks before the

* Crlsqy, W.J.E. and Willmon,T.L.,Prediction of Performance of Enlisi-
ed Submarine Personrel, An Investipation of Existing "Predicter” and
"Criterion" Measures in Two Atlantlc Fléet Submarines, October 195C.
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item if he ’thmks he is overpaid and after the item if he &inks he is not
overpaid., Finally, after the respondent has answered all forty items on
the occasion of eéch a&ministraﬁc};, he then goes back over his choices
and circlesthe numbers of five i*;e}éls'that.fseem to him to be the most

important. For example, a respondent mightencircle itém}_z,y **brave’’,

as most important in a submariner. On the second administration, he

might also encircle Item 9, ‘*brave’’, indicating that he thinks brave is

a most important aspect of himself,

The name S&brnarmer Stereoty;ae was given to thzs msvsrument :

because the respondent, in a sense, ceﬁstru{:ts a sterestype of what he
thinks a submarmer is hke. The present expisratcry hypai:heszs u,ader—

iying its use is that the submariner is characterized by the cczncz&ence

of aspects of his self-picture with his stereotype of a s&bmarm.er.'

‘A second hypothesis, in 1ine with the premises of the first, follows for

the role of the items conszdered most imporiant either in submar:ners‘

or in himself: T’nat is, asPests of ezther the self-picture or the stereo-

type which are deemed important represent more critical areas of

adjustment than areas represented by the other items. -

PUR POSEZ

The pre}ett d}rectcr has long been 1ntereste{i in i:he pssszbﬂ;ty :
of measuring aspects of personalxty with paper-and-pencil testzng tech-

‘nigues, The izmztatmns and shor‘i‘ccn‘nngs of the more tradltmnal kuuis

of inventories scarcely need entimeratma here.

' One of tﬁe most re;‘:ur’rejnt problems has been the conscious or
unconscious slanting of responses in acéozé&g{:e with what the respond -
ent believes tobe the expected or desirable answers. Various procedures
have been suggested and employed fe;jﬂcbr‘re/cting ‘t}‘;is: effect, .The sec-
ond rather pervasive {: riticism has {:entereﬁ‘ on the f;méafnqnfal problem

of the experimental validity {')'f_such tests.

)



A possible remedy for the former ,linniiaf;ion and improvement

qf the latter s'hdttco‘ming was suggested in the development ofa teéfing
| instrument and situation in which the respondent woui_d be asked to indi -
cate, first, what he considers a desirable incumbent :to be like or not
like, and then keepihg the iterﬁs constant, to indicafe what he considers
 himself to be like or not like. Using this procedure, it would seem
reasonable to suppose that slanting effect, per se, would not be a signi-
ficant factor because the concern is not with anya priori scoringorkey-
ing of the items. In other words, the crucial feature is nothofnogeneity
of replies to keyed items. Instead, it is consistehcy of repiies between
what the respondent thihks an incumbent is like or not like and what he
thinks he himself is like or is not like, whatever the viéw or picture of
the incumbent is. Thus, it might be hypothesized that the higher the
consistency score between self-picture and plcture of the mcu.mbent,
the better the subsequent adjustment m that role.

Since the ratmnale and methodology mvolved in the construction '
and analysis of such an instrument are new, their applicntionmthe Sub-
mariner Stereotype is an explora.tory venture. As yet, its use, rehabxhty »
and validity have not been checked. This phase of the general invéstiga.-
tion, therefore, was designed to evaluate the utility of the Submariner
Stereoi'ype as ﬁn instrument in the screehing and'asses‘sment of enlist-
ed cahdida’ces f01\' submarine service. With empirical data to guide its
use, the interviewers may scan it to determine areas of inquiry to pursue
in the interview with a given candidate. With refinement and expansion,
it might become a scorable test in its own right., In the service of the
major objective, exploration of the appropriate kinds of anmalyses of
such data, in line with the aforementioned rationale, mightdemonsti'ate

potential utility of this approach in measurement practice generally.




, PRGC EEURE : :
‘I‘he S&bmariner Steren*yp? forms 0: 3125 ean&iéates precesseé

at the Navai Meéxcai Research ubaratery, Submarine Ease New Len&arz, =
during the permé September }.950 to Sepi:ember 1951 were ﬂsed fsr the‘ o

present sﬁx&y, To interpr t the data on the submarme candidates, the
Submariner Sterectype was algo administered to’ twe different Navy
‘groups: ‘(a) Feur‘-hxmdreé eighty non-selected enlisted men passing
through the ‘U. S. Navéi Receivi.ngSi:ation, Brooklyn, New Yl'ca;rks inDecem-
ber 1951;and (b) Five-hundred récruitsat the US. Nayal Training Center,
Bainbridge, Maryland, in September-October 1951, Analysiswasmade
by contrasting ;}respechve submariners’ respenses 1iemby1%em,admmz-
stration by admlnistratmﬁ, wﬁ:n the responses of the recrmts and the

receiving station personnel.

The present scoring of the Stereotype for all groups involves
simply the determination of an overall consistency score, i.e., the num-
ber of items among a total of 40 items on which the resyondént was in

agreement as to self-picture and submariner-picture.

Since each person responds to each item twice, once in a frame

of reference for himself, and secondly in a frame of reference for sub-

mariners in general, there are nine possible combinations of responses
to each item between the two forms. '(Faiiﬁre‘té respond is included as
a type of response.) Accaréingly, item analysis involved the assignment
of a numeric code from one to nine to each combination of respanse on

the two forms for each item, as follows:

Response Submariners Submariners No response
) are ‘ are not

[ am , -1 2 3

I am not : 4 5 6

No response T B 8 9

1The 1mrest1gatozs wish to thank responsible personnel at USN Training
Center, Bainbridge, Maryland, and at USN Receiving Station, Brooklyn,
New York, for their kind cecperatzon in maklng these cases avazlab}.e
for the study.
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It is noted that the .combinations 1, 5, and 9 on the diagonal represent
combinations of ‘response pos sibil1t1es which are de{medas ‘consistent”’

in the rationale of the instrument and its scoring.

To determine the reliability of the Submariner Stereotype, a
group of 109 submarine candidates,_who’ had been given the stereotype
as part of the initial processing during the period March-April 1952,
were retested on 29 May 1952 upon graduation from the U.S. Naval

‘_ Submarme School, Analysis .of reliabllity involved several problems:

(1) General index of reliability of the *'I am’’ form;
(2) General index of reliability of the ‘'Submariners are’’ form;

(3) General index of :reliabxhty of the ‘consistency score'', as a
function of the reliabilities in (1) and (2) above.

(4) Reliability of each item;
(5) Reliability of each item cited as 1mportant

" To determine th’e validity of the questionnaire, in the most im-
mediate sense, records of the 1125 'Sﬁbmarine 'candidetes were examin-
ed to identify those md1v1duals in the groupwho had completed Submanne
School successfully, and those who had been disqualified phys1ca11y,
temperamentally, and academically. The overall data were brokendown

and feanalyzed in terms of these four groupings,

'1,11"




RESULTS ,
A. Comparison of the- Responses of Submarme Candidates with the Re-

sponses of the Receiving Station Persannel and the Recruits.

The three groups of naval personnel mvolve& in the stuﬁy of the
‘Su‘bznzrzner Stereetype may be’ descri’beé by the summary of character-

1sttcs set forth in Tabie 1 belcw* -

?ab}e 1.- Modal Age, Pay Grade, and Educational Level of Submarine
Candidates, Receiving Station P‘erscnne}. and Recruz_ts* ‘

Character- Submarine - Receiving ;
istics | Candidates -~ Station ~ Recruits
o : . Personnel '
Age L 20 or ryour‘;g’er”‘ f21-25 - . 20 or younger
Pay Grade SA,. FA, TA - SN: FK’I, N | ‘sgslk FR, TR ‘
' (second) (Third): - . (First)
CEducatiomal - oo oo
level - . 12th grade . . 12th grade ~  12th grade
%

~ Derived from information obtained from a paraliel study, "The
"Interview: II. Aids to the Interview - .The Confidential
Questionnaire." : o

Summarized in Appen&ix B, Table 1, are the basic data indicat-
ing the percentage of respondents in each group who answered the items
comprising the Subm:_a.rixier Stereotype in each of the nine possible ways.
Examination of this table for comparisonof the praspective' submariners’
responses item by item with the re sponses of receiving station person-
nel and recruits reveals both similarities and differences between the

groups.

-12 -
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To facilitate the presen’aa.tidn of these similarities and differ-
ences, Table 2 below has been derived from the data in Appendix B,
Table 1. It shows the items which were resﬂp?shded‘téi“m‘va*rféﬁ”é'wv;rﬁé

by given percentages of respon

. a \ -
Table 2. - Manner and perocentage range of' respon
L ~ Sterotype for Submarine School candidates,

dents in each naval group.

dents on items of the Submeriner
Receiving Station persomnel

and Recruits
Response Porcentage “Submerine .  Receiving Station Reorulty
Type Range Candidates Porsonnel -
*  an"e- 90-100 Hard Workers Hard workers
.o+ amd 7 . - . . Clean Clean Clean
*Submariners Generous :
are" Fond of liberty Fond of liberty Fond of liberty
Reliable Reliable ) Reliable
Alert Alert AYert
‘Prompt .
Fatural -
Good pals ' Good pals
L
80-89 Bright Hard workers Prompt
. Good mixers Natural Natural
-Proud . Proud
. ' Savvy Good pals
70-79 Strong Generous’ Generous
L Brave Prompt Brave
Humorous Proud Humorous
; ) Studious Good mixers
*T am not"-- -  90-100 Easily upset
-~ and - ‘ Overpaid " -
"Submariners ) o i
are not" -80-89 Gripers . .. Overpaid Overpaid
' 70~79 Reckless Basily upset
o Dreamers . ~ Gripers
"1 am"-- 20-29 Shy -~ Shy i . Shy-
o amd Dreamers Dreamers
*Submariners - : Thrifty Thrifty
are not™ Modest Modest
’ . 8ilent | Silent
) ‘Regulation - ‘
! ‘ ‘Easily upset
"1 am not"-- 50-59 Fighters Pighters
and : ) i . Tough
*Submariners are”
40-49 Good mechanice  Good mechanics Good mechanics
Looked up to Looked up to T
Tough Cocky Rough
Fighters’
Ladies! man b . ,
:  Good Temchers Good Teachers

.. 30-39

Rough

Rough = -
Brave

'Gamblers

Good Teachers

: Moke& ué o

-13 -
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IesPecﬁen of the data on the first response type, ‘‘l am-Sub-
riners are’ m&zeates i:}xat Submarine Se“hesl candidates have more

ftéms on which-they agree for subrnariners and for themselves than

 either of the other two naval groups. At the same time, however, it is -

nete&ﬂmt both the receiving station personnel and the recruit group
make the first type of responses on some items which are common to

those chosen by the Submarine School candidates--reliable,alert, clean,

fond of liberty, etc. In other words, there does not seem to be sharpdif-

ferences between the three naval groups with regard to the elements

they consider as comprising the submariner ’Vsteree‘tylpe a.iid their self-

picture.

When attention is &ireete&qte’the items on which the percentage

range of respondents is 90-1 00 per cent for vtﬁe'Submarine Schoolcandi-

dates, it is observed that the choices may be judged to reflect two gene-
ral characteristics, namely, qualities nee&eé to bea good crew member
and qualities needed to be a good shipmate. Reliable, alert, prompt,
hard workers, seem to comprise the cluster for qualities of a ‘good

crew member, and clean, generous, natural, good pals, fond of liberty,

_ appear to represent qualities of a good shipmate. These qualities
also appear to be reflected in the responses of the other two groups in

the same percentage range of respondents, but there are fewer items
in the clusters. These qﬁaii‘ties may, therefore be regarded as appli-
cable to enlisted men’s roles throughout the Navy, rather than as ones

peculiar to the subma rine service.

As in i:he case of the res;:oase type, R | am-Snbmarmers are’
so in the case of the type “I am not—Submaz-iners are not’’, the sub-
marine candidate group shows agreement onmore items than does either
of the other two naval groups. Bawever, the smaller number of items

in the second response categery may ‘be an art:fact of the total array of

_items in the Subma.rmer Stereotype itself, rather than a manifestation

- 14 -
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of any psychologmal factor in the ch01ces of response. The items so
chosen seem to reilect undesirable personal characteristics--easilyup-

set gripers, reckless, ete., except for the single 1tem, overE vid: With '

re gard to the latter, it is intere sting to note that none of the other groups

considers submariners ove rpaid.

Now, in connection with the next two types of responses, ‘'l am-
Submariners are not'’, and ‘‘lam-Submariners are’’, it is noted first
that both involve deviation rather than consistency between the seli-
picture and the submariner stereotype. It might be conje'ctured that
in these areas of response, qualitative differences‘ in response pzttern |
might be found distinguishing the prospective submariner from the other
two grbup’s. '

In the case of the response type, ‘*‘Iam-Submariners are not’’,
it is observed that the highest percentage of respondenfs is only 30 per
cent. A sizable proportion of Submarine Séhoo‘l candidateg (20-30 per
cent) reflect a deviation of self-picture from submariner picture on the
two items, gshy and dreamers, both of which may be considered of a
personality characteristic kind, Each of the other two naval groups
shows this sizable proportion of agreement on a larger number of
items - -thrifty, modest, silent, in addition to s shy. It 1s noted that most
of these are also of the personality characteristic type.

Interpretation of the results on this résponse type seems to be
clarified if made in conjunction with that on the other ‘*deviant’’ type of
responge, ‘'l am not-Submariners are'’. It is observed that the per-
centage of fespendents extends to a higher range' (59 pér cent) for all
threenaval groups. Inparticular,there is subsfantialagreement through-

out the three naval groups on the feeling that submariners are good

'~ mechanics, good teachers, locked up to, fighters, rough and tough, but

that they themselves are not so described. One might speculate that

. these items reflect the stereotype of a submariner as a2 male hero-fig--

- 15 -




ure. This notion is streng{‘hened when the items, shyanddreamers,are

remembereé fr{}m the previous paragraph as éescriptive cf some candi-

s/ﬁzemseives, but not of submariners in general. In other words,
absence of shyness and dreaminess also characterizes the male hero-
figure. Perhaps modesty is operating in these cases in the mability to
admit heroic qualities in themselves. Cultural conditionmg, then, :nay

be a possible explanatmn.

Thus far, analysis and iﬁterpretatian has been made in terms of
modalities of response to various items. Still another facet of analysis
maybe made,namely, interms of sizable differences (»:iefined arbitrari-
ly as 15-30 per cent) between the submarine candidates and each of the
other naval groups in percentages of respondents for each combination -
of response. Table 3 has been derived from Appendix B, Table 1 and
summarizes the results in this way.

.

Exanﬁnatien of Table 3 reveals that the submarine candidate

group shows larger percentages of respondents who indicated *‘I am-Sub- ;

mariners are’’ on the items, good teachers, studious and savvy, than do

#

Table 5.~ Itemz on the Submeriner Storectyps showing siszable percentage differences
of respondents {15-30 per cent) betwesn the Submarins Cendidntes {SC) snd
Recsiving Stetion persomnsl (RS} snd Recrults {R).

Regponzs Largor Perosntepe in SC group Smaller Persentage in 8C group
Typs S vs RS 5 vs R SC s RS SC we R
I am- Strong Drinking men
Submariners Bright Bpendars
ars Bravs .
Good teschars Good teachers
Good mixers
Fighters
Studioue Studious
Silent
Regulation
Tough
Humorous
Hodest
Prompt
Savvy | Savey
Good Jooking .
I mm not- Drinking gen 7 Good teachers
Submariners Dreamers . Hen's men
&rs not Gamblers Tough
. .. Gripsrs . Good looking
Easily upset . Basily upset A -
I ame ¥odest
. Bubmeriners Silent . : .
gre not Basily upset Regulstion
I ax not- Brave
Submarinsre Cocky
e
&

oy

i



both other navz'll groups. The candidate group is distinguished from the
receiving station group on twelve additional items as listed in Table 3.
In general, these a&ditional items are all of the personal and social
characteristics type. The submarine candidate group is‘ differentiated
from the receiving station group on two additional items within this re-

sponse type, namely, drinking men and spenders. Significantly, fewer

submarine candidates think of these two items as characterizing them-

selves and submariners.

With regard to the responsev‘t‘ypé', “I am not—Submai'iners are

not'’, only one item, easily upset, differentiates subma'ringrs from both

groups. As in the case of the first response type, so here, there are
several additional items, which distinguish submarine candidates from

receiving station men, namely, drinking men, dreamers; gamblers,

gripers, good teachers, men's men, tough and good looking. Onthe first

four items, submarine candidates show greater percentages, and on the
latter four, smalier percentages, Seemingly, the trend is in line with

that of the foregoing discussion, namely, more submarine candidates

indicate that_tmdesirable personality characteristics are not applicable .

to submariners and themselves. Conversely, fewer of the submarine
candidate group, than of the receiving station group, indicate sveemingly
desirable characteristics are not applicable ‘to sﬁbmérmers and them-

selves.

With regard to the response type, *‘] am-Submariners arenot'’,
the candidate group is not differentiated on any of the items from the

recruit group. On only three items, modest, silent and easily upset, is

the submarine candidate group differentiated from the receiviﬁg station

group. ‘The p1'-05pe‘cti\"re submariners show smaller percentages of re-

sponse ineachinstance. Only the item eas11y upset seems to have inherent

~ significance; fewer submarine candldates thmk of themselvds as easily

upset compared w1th the rece1v1ng statmn group In view of the presumed

stressful demands of the subrnar:ne A:serv1ce, it is interesting tonote that
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the candidates' _Self—picﬁiré c;inéides with this c‘:r\itic‘al reqﬁiréfnent.

‘fjinally, 'Wit:ﬁ, respect tc the response type, *'I am not-Sub-
mariners are', there is differentiation .between_ the submarine candi-
date group and thé receiving station group on only two’items, brave
and ggg_ijz, and between the prospective submariners and the recruits
on only one item, regulation. In each instance, the percentage of the
submarine cahdidate group is smallerthan the others. One might specu-
late that in each instance this is a manifestation of less submissiveness

on the part of prospective submariners.

Now it will be recalled that the re5p6ndents were asked to en-
circle the fi\"e items they considered most important in submariners and
in themselves. Appendix B, Tables 2 and 3, respectively, summarize
these data for eachofthe threenaval groups. To facilitate the discussion,
those items have been excerpted from these tables whichwere encircled
most often and least often as most important in self-picture and in sub-
mariners, and are presented in Table 4.

Table 4, ~ Ttems Judged most important most often and least often in both

submariners and self-picture by the Submarine Candidetes (SC),
Receiving Station personmel (RS), and Recruits (R).

Form Degree of .
Frequency sC % RS % R %
Submariners Most Relidble 74 Reliable 47  Reliable 44
often Alert 63  Alert 51 Alert 57
Clean 42 Clean 45 Clean 37
Hard workerg 40 Herd workers 36 Herd workers 39
Good pals 34 Good mechanics 34 Good mechanics 32
Least Spenders 1 Spendercs 2  Spenders 1
of ten Dreamere 1 Dresmers 1 Dreamere 1
Gemblere 1 Gripers 2  Qripers 1
Shy ¢ Shy 1  Gensrous 1
Good looking © Gocd looking 1  Good looking 1
Ledies men 1
Selves Most Reliable 74 Eeliable 64 Relieble 63
of ten Clean 66 Cleen 64 Clean 70
Hard workers 55 Hard workere 58 Herd workers 66
Alert 48 Alert 32 Alert B §
Prompt 32 Prompt 26  Prompt 26
[
Least Dreamars 1 Reckless 1 Reckloess 1
of ten Rough 1 Coeky 1  Rough 1
Good looking 1  Good looking 0 Gripers 1
Shy ’ ¢ Rough ’ 0 Shy 0
Tough 0 Tough 0 Tough 0




It is observed from Table 4 that in the case of 1tems _]udged

,most important in submariners most often, the - submarine candldate

¥

two . naval groups, but on virtually ldentlcal 1tems-~—rehable, _ alert,

'.,clean and hard workers. These items, it 1s remembered, are among

)ncy of response be -~

- those on which” submariners: show greatest consi“"

. tween’ Self-picture and submariner stere type 5 _' whlch Were c]assi-

- fied as descrlptive of a~ ’tvood crew’ membera ,d a -goodf sh_ipmate.

Further, absolutely 1dent1ca1 1tems are -cno.sen by members of

 the three naval groups 3'5 1mportant in themselves--r,ellable, clean,

. hard workers, alert and- prompt and" there is- little, if-any," difference

in their degree of agreement on these, it would_seem, therefore, that

' the elements deemed of importance by all three groups in both 'sub -

- rnarmers and m themselves over lap to a great extent --rehable, alert '

"clean and hard workers.' Of the 1tems listed on the present form, these

. partlcular 1tems: therefore, may be bonsulered most impor‘ant in ‘the
1 »r,*dhscription of’enlisted men

however, there IS*a tendency as exemplified by the 34 per cent of ‘sub-

s role “;tb,e Navy g ’nerally: In additlon,

Inarine candldates who d1d so, for prospective su“bmariners to empha-

- slze social fartors of 'i:he good sh:lpmate in submarmers more thandoes

e1ther of the other two naval groups.,

The'other two groups emphasize good me;ch;’xnic's, as exempli-

fied by their 34 per cent frequency,. wh11e the ubznarme candidates do
so to the extent of 25 per cerit. This tendency is further stren gthened
by the observatmn from Append1x B Table 2, tha.t subma.rlne cand1dates
emphasuze next most frequently, good maxers, o 'l:he extent of 28 per
cent, Consequently, the only dlfferenhatlng ingr dient between ‘the sub-
mariner candidates and the other nava;l groups ‘V‘L. 1 _' “'fre gard to the items
encircled most important may be th1s somewhat greater welghtlng of

social factors.

P SRR
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In contrast, with regar& to the items’ judged most important
least frequently, there is less szmzlarity in che.tce among the three
grau;;s for both submarinerand self-pictures. Hewever, in this instance,
the percentages of respondents are so small that the results may be
considered more a function of sampling: fluctuation than indicative of
psytheiogics}. differences between the three naval’ groups. On the basis
of the data available, the items least often considered important insub-

mariners--spendérs; dreamers and good-looking, would appear to be

personal charactez-isﬁcs irrelevant to the major important qualities,

aaé seme of them; seemingly tmdesirabie as well, Reugh toagh and

shy, appear to receive the least emphasm by members of the three

naval groups for themsehres, and are also of the perscna}.ity character-‘

istic ty'pe

It was h}rpethesized that the :tems }u&ge& nnpari:ant either mthe
seif-picme or submariner si:e reotype, would sample more criticalareas
of adjustment for each respan&ent than the other items. Censeqnenﬂy,
it would seem pertinent to éetermme the de gree ef cansistency between
submariner stereotype an& self -picture on such 1tems. Tao th;s en:i
Table 5 has been derived from the riata nz Appenéix B, Tables 2 and 3

Table 5,- Number of items in groupsd percentages of cases
showing consistent type responses on the items
"judzed important in submariner picture and gself-
picture in each of the three naval groups.

Per cent of Cases

with Congistent ‘Submariner Picture  Self-Picture
. Type Responses '8C RS R .. 8¢ RS R
90-100 - 1810 14 21 - 14 0 11
80-90 8 5 6 5 5 11
70-80 .4 6 B ~ 5 6 -5
80-70 & 0 & 1 6 3
50-80 .3 4 4 -5 3 8
40-50 - 1 1 ‘2 ‘2 2 0
30-40 - 2 4 -— 0 0
20-30 : N 1 - 1 1
10-20 -2 - - 2 1
0-10 - em = 1 1 —

-'2() -
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The most striking observation from the data in Table 5 is that
_ the submarine candidates show far greater consistency on the items
which they had indicated as most important in both the submariner and
self-pictures. Also, it is noted that all three groups show greater con-
* sistency of response between self-picture and submariner picture on
- most items than chance alone would yield.

Still‘anofhe‘r aspect of the items deemed most important is that
of the frequency with which the identical items are chosen in both sub-
mariner and self-picture, This tabulation has been made for the sub-
marine candidate group alone and is set forth in Appendix B, Table 4.
‘Excérpte,d' from this table below are the items which 25 per cent or
more of the submarine candidate group indicated most important in
both submariners and self-picture, together With the data for each
smgly from Table 4,

Item Submariners Selves  Both
Reliable S 7 74 64
Alert 63 - 48 39
Clean - 42 66 37
Hard Wd:kers , 40 - 53 : 29

Apparently, there is a substantial de g:eé of intra -individual over-lapin
the items judged important in both forms--from about 60 to 90 per cent
of those who consider these items important do so on both forms.

As yet, however,: the da'ta do not i)ermit the acceptance or re-
jection of the hypothesis concerning the role of the items considéred
most important. It does seem evident, nevertheless, that submarine
candidates see themselves more like the chéracteristics they view as
1mportant in submarmers, reciprocally, the characteristics they view
as i:nportan:}; in themselves are Viewed as presen:l: in submariners{

A final face't for the comparative analysis of the three naval
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groups is that in terms of b#été.ll Cfsnsi’§tencjr stores, i.e., the mﬁn}:ér '
of items on whzch the respcmdenf gives i&enﬁcai answers on the two
administrations “of the test. In Table 6 3re presenteé the means an&

standard deviations of the cansistency scores an& the criticaI ratios

between the mean of the subznarine candi&ate gre‘up and the meax of
each of the ether two :navai gr’eups.j

Table 6. Means and stanéarc’i éevi&tions af cvera}.} ceasist- '
ency scores on-the Submariner Stereotypa and the
critical ratzcs betwaen” the mean of 'bhe submarine )
candidates and other zzave,l gro&ps. ’ '

W ot

. . S Ll
g a—
-

Naval Groups o ﬁe&ms L Sgﬁ. " Critioal
Ratiog
Submarine Sandldates {SG} 3}. 32 I 4 48 ‘
Recsiving Station - R ‘ ,‘:i ) E : o S
Persomnel (RS) I 2-? 91' Coo 0 4,91 °(8C)and (RS) 4.81%
‘Recruits (R) ﬁf- 28 05 - 4,98 (SC)and (R). 4.64%

*Szgm.fica‘at at the .{}1 leve}.

It is noted that i‘he submarme can&:éate graup hada Engher mean
consistency score. This was fgund tobe significanﬁ}r greater statistica}.- ’

- ly than *.:he means cf each cf the other graups. The standard deviations,

however, are 311 virtuaﬂy the same,

It would seem, therefore, that in 'I:eﬂrrns of éifiere#ﬁatﬁzg these
three naval groups, the consistency score has potential use in the screen-
ing and selection of submariners. Further, it may be inferre& that it
previées an adequate index with whzch to test the baszc hypctheszs for"

. sabmrmers alone,

: B Reha‘biﬁty af the Submarmer Sterestype

To determine the ccnszstency of perfarmance on *I:he Submarinez

‘Stereotype, responses to 109 i:est retest ferms were compare&. Analys:s ‘

of rehabihty was made in terms’ of the reliability of each form, of eacb.



item on each form, of items considered most important and finzlly, of

consistency scores.

Before discussion of these indices of reliability, however, it
would be well to point out a general difference which is inherent in the
reliability design employed. The particular design used, of administra -
tive necessity, is, over and above the more usual test-retest situation,
one of pre- and post-Submarine School. In other words, the more con-~
ventional interpretation of reliability in terms of test-retest design is
actuzlly mingled with the possibility of changes 2s a result of learning
in Submarine School rather than simple change from administration to
administration. However, to avoid undue complication of the discussion
under the exploratory purposes of the study, the nature of the interpreta -
tion of reliability will follow along the lines of the usuzl frame of refer-
ence. To evaluate the influence of this factor on the reliability would re -

quire more data than those available.

On the “‘I am’’ form and the “‘Submariners are'’ form, the mean
number of itemm responses which remained constant was 34 items in-
both cases. In other words; a general index of 85 per cent consistency

of performance is reflected for each form of the Submariner Stereotype.

Now, to analyze reliability in terms of the individual items,
Table 7 below has been derived from the basic item reliability data as
set forth in Appendix C, Table 1.
Teble 7.~ Number of fteme and cumulative percentages of total items

for given numbers of changes in respones cn each form of
the Submeriner Stereotype by 109 submarine cendidates

Number of changes  HNumbers of items Cumuiative

Form (maximun 108) (maximum 40) Percentege of
Total Items
Submariner 0«15 22 65
16 ~ 30 11 82
31 - 45 7 100
Self ] 0-15 18 40
16 - 30 20 90

51 - 45 4 100




-

With regard to the submariner form, it would appear that 82
per cent of the items show rela.tivév stability (30 or fewer changes out

of a possible 109 changes) in response from one administration to the

next. On the other hand, 90 per cent of the items show comparable
stability on the self-picture form. Itis noted from Appendix C, Table 1
that the range of changes for the self-picture form is less (0-36) than
the range ef(changes on the submariner picture (0-41). Actually the
mean number of changes per item for the ‘‘Submarinersare’’form is

17, and for the *'I am'’ form, it is 18,

Now, in order to show the relative sta'biiity of individual items,

Table 8 summarizes the item reliability data fromAppendix C, Table 1,
and lists the items of the Submariner Stereotype in order of decreasing
reliability. - ‘

Table 8.~ Total numbsr of changes per item on the Submariner Stereciype and the psrosniages
of the total changes which wore in self-picture, submariner picturs and both by
108 submarine sendidabes )
Total Numboer T of Totel Lhanges 5 of 10Tal Changes & of Total Jhanges

of Changas which ars Chanpes which are Changes which are Changes
in Self-Piaturs $n Submariner in both Self and
Fioture Submariner Picturs

Relisble 2 100 i < o
Good pel{s) 4 50 25 25
Alert s GO 20 20
Frompt 8 80 - 26 26

Hard worker{s} 11 36 55 ‘ g L

Overpald i1 36 ) 36 . 27 .
Fatural - 12 33 a7 . 4]
Gonorous 13 51 54 15
Good mizer{s) 15 - B0 13 7
Easily upsst 17 ) 59 24 18
Fond of liberty 17 47 28 24
Clean 18 0 84 &
Griper{a) 18 44 CaT . 32
Humorous 23 61 26 13
Good mechanio{s) 23 71 29 L+
Bright 25 72 16 1z
Proud . & &2 25 | 2z
Studious 30 G0 17 23
Gamblsr{s} 31 15 £1 . . z8
Reckleszs 31 ) : 42 28
Shy 32 56 28 : 18
Savvy 32 68 g 2B
Good teacher{a} 33 . 82 g ]
Cocky 34 18 &g : 24
Brave 37 &5 1& 2z
Hodest 37 35 © 36 ) 30
Looked up to 38 B £ 1 .13 13
Rough 33 21 54 . : 15
Sirong 40 BE - 30 To1s
Regulation 41 15 &¢ >4
Tough 41 . 34 56 10
Drasmar{e} . 44 48 ‘ 34 ~ 18
Lediss men 44 : 3z 66 14
Drinking men 45 2 . &2 22
Thrifty 43 . 48 33 20
Silent 50 40 48 iz
Fightor{s} 1 - o 28 - B8 e 8
Good looking 52 27 58 15
Spender{a} 57 28 : L 47 . 25
Men'z wen 58 X 5 58 1]
Mserng 30 42 B ] ’ 18
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Inspection of Table 8 reveals that the mean of the total number
of changes per item is 30 changes. Of these, on the average4? percent
were changes in self-concept, 40 per cent were changes in submariner

concept, and 18 per cent refleeted changes in both concepts.

On the basis of these data, it is clear that certain items on the
Submariner Stereotype are more reliable than others. If an arbitrary
cut-off point is set at 31 changes or more on one or both forms, ten
items might be eliminated from the present experimental form, These

would be: men’s men, brave, thrifty, locked up to, fighters, spenders,

 regulation, drinking men, rough, and good looking. Before these items

are definitely excluded from the present form, however, it would be
well for those competent to judge to examine these items for the pre-
dominant type of change, as has been shown with the data in Appendix
C, Table 1, From this table, it is observed that on these items, these
are the predominant types of changes that occurred:

Subrnariner Picture

S's are--S'ers arenot S’ers are not--S'ers are  Both
Fighters Spenders Men's Men
Regulation Rough ‘ '
Good looking Drinking men
Self-Picture

I am--I am-not I am not--1am Both
Brave Thrifty

Looked up to

Clearly, most of the changes were changes in the submariner picture

rather than the self-picture. Two of these, fighters and regulation,

might be thought of as a direct result of training and the remainder,
the result of direct observation of fellow submarine candidates., On the
other hand the changes with regard to self-picture and the almostequal

number of both types of changes inthe submariner stereotype with re gard -
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to the item men's men, are suggestive of actual unreliability dye to lack
of precise understanding of what the terms mean. For example, men’s
men nctabiyr presented difficulties observable during the administration

of these forms.

Another aspect of the item reliabilities is that of the stability
of choices on the items considered most important. Table 9 has been
derived from the data in Appendix C, Table 2, showing the reliabilities
of the five items circled most important,

Table 9.~ Relative stability of items circled most important on self-
picture and subraeriner picture by 10S submarine candidates.

% of Total Group ~ Cases of I Lonsistent

Submariner Reliable encircling important ir importance rating on
first administration gecond administratior
F % f 7
Sukmerizer Reliable 84 77 . b3 70
Alert ’ 70 64 42 . 80
Eard workers 48 B ¥ 28 61
Clean 44 - 40 19 43
Good palse 38 35 20 53
Self Reliatle 76 70 81 80
Clean 70 64 48 686
Fard werker 65 60 45 - 62
Alert 43 38 30 70
Prompt 28 26 14 © BO

From Table 9 it is observed first that the five items deemed
most important in submariners and themselves by the 109 cases of the
reliability study result in the identical ones so chosen in both instances
by the 1125 submarine candidates. Secondly, the degree of stability of

these choices ranges from 43-70 per cent for the submariner stereotype

and from 50-80 per cent for the self-picture. In general, then, the
choices of items thought most important in self-picture are more stable
than those in submariners,

A finalaspectof the reliability problem on the Submariner Stereo-

- 26 -
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type is that of the various consistency scores between the twoadministra-
tions, These consistency scores are enumerated and defined in each
instance as follows: ‘ | _

(2) Iam,; and1 am, - the number of items on which an individual
is consistent in response from one administration of the ‘I am'’ form
to the second;

(b) Submariners are; and Submariners are, - the number of items .
on which an individual is consistent in response fromone administration
of the ‘‘Submariners are’” form to the second;

(c) Iam; and Submariners are; - the number of items on which an
individual's self ~concept coincides with his subma riner stereotype on
the first administration;

(d) I am, and Submariners are, - the number of items on which an
individual’s self-concept coincides with his submariner stereotype on
the second administration.

It is noted that the first and second enumerated entries are consistency

~ scores involving the same items in the same frame of reference between

two administrations and henceforth will be called *‘Reliability Scores."
The third and fourth entries, on the other hand, are consistency scores
reflecting the relationship between submariner and self-picture, (dif-
ferent frames of reference) as defined earlier in the section on Proce-
dure. Thus onlythe correlationbetween the latter measures, consistency
scores between twoadministrations, isa test-retest reliability coefficient
in the usual gsense of infer-correlation between overall scores on two
administrations of the same test. However, in this particular situation,
this would even be more a manifestation of the relative stability of the
consistency between the submariner stereotype and the self-picture,
rather than reliability of the instrument per _se_;.

Im Table 10 are presented the correlations among the various
derived reliability scores and consistency scores for each of the 109
cases, ‘
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Table 10,- Intercorrelestions emong Reliability Scores and
’ Consistency Scores between two administrations
of the Submariner Stereotype for 109 cases

——
——

Type of Score Notation IT ss IS IS
, 12 12 11 =22

() Tam =~ Tam (1 71) - 44 .21 .19
1 2 12 .
(b) Submariners are- (s 8) W44 _— .35 «25
1 12
Submariners a.reg
(¢) T am. - - «
Submariners arc (18) .21 .35 - .51
1 11 -
(a) 1 am, -
Submariners are (1 8) , 19 «25 .51 -
’ 2 272

From Table 10 the correlation between the consistency scores
of 109 cases on two administrations of the Submariner Stereotype is
seen to be .51, Thus, while there is a substantialde gree of consistency
between the Submariner Stereotype and the self-picture as shown for
7 administrations with a seven weeks’ interval, a sizable fluctuation is

reflected also, Examination of the other intercorrelations in Table 10
yields clues as to the primary source of the fluctuations. The degree
of the stability s}m\vn between self-picture and submariner picture by
the correlation .51 is seen to be associated with fewer changes in sub-
~mariner concept (by the correlation .25) than in self-concept (bythe
correlation .19). This trend is also borne out using the correlation be-
tween the consistency scores of the first administration{ 1 1S 1} and the

two reliability scores, .35 for the submariner concept and 21 iﬁr the ‘

self -concept. Itwouldappear, therefare, perhaps contrary to expectation,
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that the submariner stereotype is more stable than the self-concept.
Finally, it is observed that stability on each of the two types of reli-
ability scores is related to the other to the extent of .44. This may be
interpreted as a reflection of the consistency of behavior elicited by
the items with varying frames of reference, self-picture and submariner
stereotype. In this sense, it may provide a lower bound for the relative -
ly high degree of consistency shown to exist when the frame of reference
remains constant--85 per cent .

C. Validity of the Submariner Stereotype

In addition to the effectiveness of the Submariner Stereotype in
describing Submarine School candidates differentially from men of other
naval grou];s, is the problém of the degree to which it elicits differen-
tial patterns of response among successful and unsuccessful submarine
candidates. Toward this validation objective, in the most immediate
sense, the data on the Submariner Stereotype for the total group of sub-

marine candidates who successfully graduated from Submarine School

were contrasted with those of 131 identified unsuccessful cases. The
data on the unsuccessful cases were broken down separately for three

major classifications:

Group I. Academic disqualifications - 32 cases who could not
pass course work or did not apply themselves.

‘Group II. Temperamental disqualifications - 57 cases whowere
described as temperamentally or psychologically unsuited or
unadapted for submarine duty, or no longer a volunteer. '

Group III. Physical disqualifications - 42 cases who could not
pass physical standards of visual acuity and auditory acuity,

It is noted that the number of cases in eéch rejected groupis very small,
Therefore, the discussion and interpretation of the results mustbe made
with great caution. n the last analysis, the results may be merely sug-
gestive of possible differences.
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The complete distributions of responses to items on the Sub-
mariner Stereotype for each of the three rejected groups and the total

group is included as part of Appendix D, Table 1. To facilitate the
comparison of these data, Table 11 has been deriveé from the basic

data there,

Tabtle 11. « ¥enner snd peraentage nnge of respondents on ltems of ths Sutmariner Stersotyps
ful

for hool cendldate {SSC) group, the academically disquali-
fied (AD), the 'bmgem'ball}r disquslified {10}, and the ghgsiﬁt}.ly disqualified
{PD) groups
Fespones Foroentage  BoL i T b
Type Renge {4_994) {432} (N57) {842
I am-- 9100 Hard workers Hard workers Hard workers Hard workers
{lesn Clean Clean Cloan
Submariners Gensrous Generous ™ . -
Fond of liberty Fond of liberty Fond of liberty Pond of liberty
ars Relisbls Feliatle Helieble Relisble
Alsrt Alert Alert Alsrt
Frompt Prompt Prompt Prompt
¥otural Watural Fatural Fetursl
Good pals Good pals Good pels Good pals
Proud
' 80-29 Bright Bright
Good mixers Guod mixers . Hood mixers Good mixers
Proud Proud Proud
Sevvy Savvy Sevvy
Humorous Gensrous Gensrous
7e-78 Strong Etrong Btromg - Strong
Brave Brave
Humorous . Humorous Honorous
Stedious Studious Studious Studious
Yodest Serry Bright
I axm not-«  90-100 Easily upset- Eneily upset Basily upset
Overpaid Overpaid Cvarpsid Ovsrpaid
Submariners Gripers
are not
BO-69 Gripers
Esgily upset
Heckless
T0-79 Esckless Ehy Reckless Reskless
Lresmers Droamers
Gripsrs
30-38 ‘ Shy
I emem 20-29 Shy Sky
Submeriners Dreamers Uresrers Dresnmers
&rs pot
I am not-~  50-50 Ruugh HYood mechanics Laziss men
’ Good mechuoics Cozky
S.Imerinsrs Tough Tough
L3e] Lovked up to
£0-43 Suod mevhanios
Locked up to
Tough * Tough
Pighters
Iadiss nan
33-5% Good teachsrs Good teschers - Good temchers dood femchers
foogh Kough Rough
. Tadies wen
Bravs
Fighturs igkiors Fighters
- Jutky :
i doud lovkisg
Iocksd up 4o Locked up %o Locked wp to

~
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Inspection of the contents of Table 11 reveals relatively few
differences in the response pattern of each of the three groups and the
total successful submarine candidate group. Where there appear to be
diffevences, the basic datr in Appendix B, Table 1, were re-examined
for determination ‘of precise differences. Iterms for which there are
sizable differences (arbitrarily defined as 15-30%) in the number of
respondents between the successful submarine candidate groupand each
of the three disqualified grouns are set forth below in Table 12,

Table 12,- Submariner Stersotype items showing sizable percentage differences of
respondents;(15-30 per cent) betwsen the successful submarine cendi-
date (SSC) group and each of the three disqualified groups: academical-

ly disqualified (AD), temperamentally disqualified (TD), and physically
disqualified (PD).

MW
Response Targer Percentage in Successful Group smaller Percentage in Successful Grou

Type SSC vs AD SSC vs TD 8SC vs PD SSC v8 AD SSC vs TD SSC vs PD
I am-- ’ Bright Fighters Fighters
. ) Modest
_ Submariners Spenders
are
I am not-- Rough - Cocky
Submariners
are not
I am not--  Spenders Cocky
Rough
Submariners

are

It is noted from Table 12 that the unsuccessful groups are dif-
fe rentiated from the successful group by relatively few items. It might
have been expected that of the three disqualified groups, the tempera- -
mentally disqﬁalified grbup would have been most different in response
pattern, Such is not the case, howevér. In fact, the physically dis-
qualified and the academically disqualified would appear to have a com-
mon set of items which distinguish them from the successful group,
namely, fighters, tough, cocky. However, ‘the investigators can not

make any ready interprétation of these differences,

¥
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" It remains to see whether any differentittiéﬁ of disqualified
groups can be established on the basis of the items considered most
important. To this end, Table 13 has been derived from the data in
Appendix B, Tables 2 and 3.

Table 13.~ Five items judged most important most often in both submariners and self-picture
by the successful submarine candidate group {8SC) and each of the three disquali-

fied groups.

Form 55¢C % AD # - 1 x “FD 4
{Nz9894) {N=32) {Ne57) {Nm42)

Submariners Relisbls 74 Reliable 63 Relisble 66 Reliable 71
Alert 82 Alert 72 Alert €8 Alart 80
Clsan 41 Clean 56 Clean , 37 Clean 45
Hard workers 39 Hard workers 53 Hard workers 37 Good pals 36
Good pals 34 Good pals 31 : )

: Good mechsnics 34 Prompt 43

Self Reliable 72 keliable 84 Relisble 72 Realiable 71.
Clean &85 Clean 78 {lean 60 Clean 64
Hard worker 59 Hard worker &3 Hard worker 62 Hard worksr 80
Alert a7 Alert €3 Alert 22 Alsrt 48
Prompt 32 Prompt 28 Prompt 48

Proud 28
‘ Gocd mixer 28

Comparison of the arrays in Table 13 shows that, for the most
part, the disqualified groups consider the same items as important in
both submariners and themselves. When the apparent differences are
further examined in the data of Appendix D, Table 2, it is found that they
do not at all constitute sizable percentage differences. A ‘

Finally, the overall consistency scoresas potentially differentiat-
ing the unsuccessful eases‘frozn the succeséful ones, mustbe ex:amineé.
The data in Table 14 below summarize the mean and standard deviation
of the successful submarine candidate group and those of eachof the dis-
qualified groups. Inspection of the data in Table 14 reveals po signifi-
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Table 14. - Summary of means and standard deviations of
consistency scores on successful candidate
< group and the uasuccessful groups

Groups - Mean N S.D.
Submarine candidetes T B1.39 994 4,44
Academically disqualified 30.77 32 4,85

Temperamentally disqualified  30.56 ~ 567 4.6l

Physically disqualified 3178 42 4,38

Hcant differezices between fhe gronps Since a difference between the means
.as large as approximately 1,40 to 1.80 or more is required for statistical
‘ significance at the .05 and .01 level res.pectively.

It is evident, therefore, that all the crueial comparisons of the

analysis of the data thus far have not yielded any differentiating indices

~of the Submariner Stereotype between the suecessful and the unsuccess-

ful groups. However, it would be well to point out that the utility of the

approach is not refuted; merely, the attempt to apply it withthese parti-

cular items has not been fouhd'fruifful, ‘using the 'c;'iteridn of graduation

from Submarine School. Actually, the items are not tapping somuch the

'infellectual and motivational factors related to success inacademic work,

as they are, perhaps, tapping factors trehted to interpersonal behavior
of the\von—boa.rd variety.
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" L SHME&&R& EVALUATICN : _
An expleratery‘stuév was maée te investigate ;he application of

& measurement {echnique designed to aid in the differentiation of candi-
dates for Sub#iarine S¢hool’ from other naval enlisted personnel,andal-
so, in the differentiation of successful submarine candidates from un-

successiul ones,

More ‘=9§éci{§c31}.y,“‘ﬂaé "’technie{tie involves the double adﬁaiﬁistra- :
tion of a set ef descriptive words or phrases, firat, in the frame "of
referem:e of s:ﬂmriners, an@: sectm&iy; in the frame of referenee of
the resp&nﬁen‘t’s own seif-picmre‘ A}.se, in eac}; a&ministratisn, the
choice of five items deemed most important is retguesteci;

7 The preserit hypei:hesis underiying the apiaraach is one which'
»-&%ﬁizes th,e caimci&em:s of aspects ai the resyen&ent‘s swn self picture
with those of the respon&ent‘s own sabm&rmer stereé%}pe. A Secgmgary
hypeﬂzesis concerns the items chesen mast impcrtant namely, that
items accorded major:importance represent more -critical areas of

35§§§‘aﬁeﬁtg CIIoe Uk nn fyehiim e tnor wewand 2wt aner sl v Tr o mte o e

As te the q*zzectmn af the gawer cet' the pre sent 1§strmen% to dif -
ferentiate canézdates fer Submarme Schse}. iram ;s'ﬁier naval enlisteé

gersmei it is fszmé t}s&t' T I T I T T O O NI
i {1} “Submarine School caﬁ&idétes select 2 larpger number ofitemsas
,Jdcscriytzve of themselves an& snbrnarmers than ée rece}vz.ng
‘sﬁﬁs& persennei anﬁ. rccrmts, : o
(2) Qa&hhes refiecte& in i:he respsnse pati:ern af navai graﬁps appear
to be agphcahie to enlisted men’s roles -throughout the ~ Navy -
rather than umigue to the submarine service, namely, qualities
of 2 good crew member ami qualities cf a2 good shipmate;

e

-{3) The submarine candidate group seems to be more sharply dif-
ferentiable from the receiving stalion group than from the re-
cruits on the basis of the number of items on which larger
percentage differences in respondents occurred;

(4} The naval enlisted personnel are not differentiable in terms of

- 34 -



: Lowhat they consider most important.in submariners and in them-
. selves; all three groupsaccord 1mpor‘ance to the items, reliable,

' aieri:, clean and ‘ha'rd workers, in’ submarmers, and to" rehable,“’
Luteelean, hard workers, alert and. prompt, in;themselves; however, -
__there wasa slight tendency for submarine candldatec to empha size

" social Tactdts of the good ‘shipmate; such’as, good pals’and gosd’

. v mixers, more than did either of the other naval groups;further,-
, suEmarme canchdates were in greater agreemezat on the items
consldered most 1mportant in” submari.ners, E

(5) The su.bmarine eandldate group 1s dl _er’enuated from each of,
the other naval groups in the s1gn1f1eantly ‘greater’ ¢oincidence

" of aspects of.their self-picture \ivith those -of; their. submarmer‘
stereotype.

Sy e B e i e : < P S SR R L R T P RN
SheaT ) PP SR ) .,“;:‘,»:?‘ PRI SINED RS R

‘With regard to the differentiation of successful candidates from
-various types of unsuccessful cases, these findings obtain:
(1) There are relatively few differences in the response patterns of

disqualified groups and successful cases; morecver, these
apparent differences are not readily interpretable;

(2) The disqualified groups are not differentiable from the success-
ful group on the basis of the items considered most important
both in submariners and in themselves;

(3) There is no greater coincidence of aspects of the self -picture
with those of the submariner stereotype in the successful cases
than in the unsuccessful cases, -

In view. of the foregoing summary of the findings, it is felt that
further experimentation with this meesurement methed is warranted.
On most phases of the analysis, the present instrument shows some
power to differentiate submarine candidates from other naval enlisted
personnel. Further, most of the items have acceptable reliability with-
in the limitations of the particulardesignemployed. The present instru-
ment’s inability to elicit differential patterns of response among suc-
cessful submarine candidaf:es using the criterion of graduation from
Submarine School, however, raises questions of the adeciuacy of the

present items and the adequacy of the criterion a gainst which validation
was attempted. '

5.




" Its further use in the submarine service should include the
construction of a larger number of itéms from }sillet analysis data, from
underway evaluation of enlisted personnel, and from leads suggested by
the continuing research program of the Personnel PsychologyBranch of
the Medical Research Laﬁsiatcry. Additional groups should be used for
the experimental work, such as successive classes aftenéing the Sub-
marine School and personnel onboard submarines of the Fleet. Ultimate-
iy; a definitive answer regé.r&ing the worthwhﬁenevs\s of the metf_xc& for
the submarine service is contingent upon bhaving a&eqﬁate criteria
against which to validate it, i.e,, indices of adjustment.

*
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THE SUBMARINER STEREOTYPE
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Name - _Retes . . .

Date:

sk ( laxst ) S . m'-fii;st)(‘“ i e

Service No.

Below are listsd
Indicate your answers in the appropriste cclumn’ br
TH;NY FLST ——WORYK RAPTY

DIRECTIONS: We would like to know whet you think YOU ARE or ARE NOT.
descriptive adjectives -and phrases. .
using a LARGE. "X"“

1 AM

I AM N@T

';Your fir°t 1mpre331on is your. best choice.

1. Hard worker 21. Cocky ‘f},;“
2. 22, A/wSpender ‘

Strong

Ladies' Man

Bright

Regulation

Drinking man .. .

Proud

6. ___ Generous -6, ____ Dreamer e
Te Fohd%g{h}}berty 27 Man's man —
o sy 28, .___ Gembler .
9. ___ Brave 29, Fough _—

11.

Thrifty

Good teacher

Reckless

Savvy

b Reliawblevh 32‘ e @Q‘q'mechaﬂc . N
13. ____ Humorous 33« . o Netural i
1k, ____ Good mixer 3b. . CGocd pal S
15. —. Fighter 35.. . Griper. ——

16.

17.

18.

Studious
Alert

Modest

Go back over your cholcw ,’ and CIRCLE THZ NIMPERS

OF FIVE ITEMS that to you seem MOST

vt
e ———
v—m—
e
e e—
e — .
e ey
aiacieseacrinwas:
> ;
P RN
‘e
e
a ot ——
e
m———
e i
e gy,
B

Tough

Good looking

Over paid

IMPORTANT

19. Prompt : R Fasily upset . .
20. o Sile?? m ‘ JAO‘“ tLéqud up to 3




Name . _ ' N Rate;
{1ast) (first) ~ (middle)

Service No. N i , 3 S Date:

DIRECTIONS: We would like to know what you think a submariner is or is not. You may
never have been on a sulmarine and never have known anyone who was; still, you must
have some ideas about the kind of men who are serving on them. Indicate your answers
in the appropriate column by using a LARGE "X". Your first impression is your best
choice. THINK FAST--WORK RAPIDLY : 2

—————

Submariners " Submariners »\S#zb;mariﬁers o ~ * Submariners
- ARE: ARE NOT: | ARE, - | " ARE NOT:
1. __ lookedwpto  ____ 2. silent -
2. ____ Easily up'set‘ 22 Pmmpt i -
3. _____ Over paid . Eo&est o
4. _____ Good looking ____b ‘ .2§.>,Alert | ______
5. __.____ Tough | _____ : 25. Astﬁdieus E R
6. Gripers . 2. Fighters - .
?' ©____ Good pals ____ 2?;‘Goc§d‘ gxixérs ______ ’
8. . _____ Natural : | , ______ -28. Hmaemus | -
3. ____ _ Good mechanics —_— ’29. Réiiable o 1______
0. ____ Sawy ' __‘___; 30. Good teachers ________
11. _____ Reckless I * Thrifty -
12, ___ Rough — 32. Brave —
13. _____ Gamblers _____  33. shy .
}.;{;V.' ______ Men's men | _____‘ 34. Fond of liberty o
15. ___ Dreamers ‘ - : 35. Generous -
16. ___ Proud . _____ 36. Bright | o
17. _____ Drinking men ___ 37. Ladies' men -
18. _____ Regulation ____ 38. strong '________
}.9.’ —_____ Spenders ' _____ 39. Clean I
20. Cocky 40. Hard workers .

Go back over your choices, and CIRCLE THE NUMBERS OF FIVE
ITIMS that to you seem MOST IMPORTANT.

.--40-




APPENDIX B

TABLE 1. THE DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE FOLLOWING THREE GROUPS
: - OF ENLT'DTEI) NAVAL PERSONNEL FOR EACH MANNER
- OF. -RESPONSE - TO THE ITEMS OF THE SUBMARINER

STEREOTYPE
(1) SUBMARINER CANDIDATES (SC)................N-1125
-(2) RECEIVING STATION PERSONNEL(RS) ......N- 480
(3) RECRUITS (R) ceevevrevnenen. e reierreeeaet e, ...N- 500

. TABLE 2. FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENTS WHO
- CONSIDERED ITEMS OF THE SUBMARINER STEREOTYPE
AS MOST IMPORTANT IN SUBMARINERS IN THE SUBMARINE
CANDIDATE, RECEIVING STATION AND RECRUIT GROUPS,
AND THE FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF THE RE-
SPONDENTS IN EACH GROUP WHO SHOWED CONSISTENT
TYPE RESPONSES |

TABLE 3. FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENTS WHO
CONSIDERED ITEMS OF THE SUBMARINER STEREOTYPE
AS MOST IMPORTANT IN THEMSELVES IN THE SUBMARINE
CANDIDATE, RECEIVING STATION AND RECRUIT GROUPS,
AND THE FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF THE RE-
SPONDENTS IN EACH GROUP WHO SHOWED CONSISTENT
TYPE RESPONSES

TABLE 4. FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF SUBMARINE SCHOOL
CANDIDATES WHO CONSIDERED ITEMS OF THE SUBMARINER
STEREOTYPE AS IMPORTANT IN BOTH SUBMARINERS AND
THENSELVES
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APPENDIX B *

Table 1-—The Distribution of Three Groups ‘of Enlisted Naval Person-
nel for each Manner of Response to the Items of the Sub-
marmer Stereotype. ,

: 4 :
g ' -
| N - O |8 | -
ame- Ll e g | e, . . : .
frems 18| 1g | 16| B8 188 | B | ol | g8 |5¢
er | e e lep{eel e¥ | Zgtp |22
8 | 89 | €§g | €9 | €3 | 8o | 0| 08 | 00
—_D € - Z | m ] - —-Z |20 |20 |22
Hard workers (0 | 95 | o1 | — | 03 ] 06 | — | 00 | — | —
(RS) 82 | o4 — | 09 05 | — — 00 00
(R | 9 03 01 | 04 01 — 01 — —
Clean (SC) 95 | o5 00 0 | — | — — — 00
(RS) 92 07 ~— .| oo 00 — — — 00
( R) 96 03 00 00 | 00 — 00 — -
Strong . (SC) 77 05 00 14 | 03 00 00 — 00
(RS) 54 07 00 24 14 | — | o0 00 | 00
(R) 69 [ o7 02 18 03 | — 00 — | 00
Ladies’ men (50) 32 03 — 42 22 00 00 00 00
. (RS): | 20 03 — 42 33 00 00 00 00
{R. | 39 13 01 29 | 16 01 o1 | 00 —
Bright . ] (SC) 81 01 01 16 02 [ 00 00 — | o0
C : - (RS | 61 05 | . — 25 |- 08 — o1 00 00
(R 69 | 08 01 19 03 — |- 00 — —
- Generous (SC) | 90 03 | o1 | 05 0 | — — 00 00
. : (RS) 77 | 10 — 08 05 — — 00 | 00
v AR ] 77 13 02 05 02 — 01 —7 =
fFond of liberty (SCy .| 93 02 00 | o4 o1 | — — — ] .00
_(RS) 90 03 — | 05 02 — 00 — | o0
‘ - (R | 93| 04 00 02 01 — 01 — —
Shy (50 04 24 | 00 03 69 00 — — —
{RS) 06 | 30 00 04 | 59 | 00 — — |00
(R 04 20 o1 | 05 67 | 01 00 00 00
Brave (s¢y | 73 o1 .| 00 | 24, 02 | — 00 — 00
- (RS) | 46 | 01} 00 ! 39 | 11 | — {-00 | 00 | 00
, . (R | 70 ] 01 | 00 16| 01 | 00 00 00 —
Thrifty . - (SC) 46 17 | 01 16 19 | 00 | 00 00 00
: ©. - - RSy | 35 | 23 -00 ]-13 l-28 ) 00 | 00} - —-} 00"
(R ]|.48 | 24 | 02 | 10 14| 0 00 — | —
" Good teachers . (SC) 60 | 02 00 34 |02 | 00 00 | — 00
.. (RS 39 | 10 | — | 30 | 20 | o0 — 00 | —
: (R 43 14 ] 01 1 03 09 | 01 01 — 00
Reliable (S0 ] 99 00 00 [ 01 00 | — — 00 00
R CRS) -] 93 |-04- 1 — 102 |- 01 —- ] 00 4 — 00
. { R) % 01 00 02 00 |.— ] 00 — | 00
Humorous . (8C) - 74 03 00 18 04 | 00 01 00 00
- - “(RS) | s6 08 ! 14 00 00 00 [ of
, o (R 70 | 09 01 15 | 04 00 00 — -
Good mixers - (SC) 88 . 01 00 .| 09 01 | 00 00 00 00
- - RS | 69 08 | — | 15 | 07 | — 01 — 00
. . . JCR 79 10 | o1 | 08 | 01 | — 01 — ‘00"
Fighters - (50 44 01 00 .| 43 10 | o0 00 00 00
. . . (RS) | 19 02 | o0 | 56 ) 22-| — 00 | — -] o0
(R ) 37, 04 | 01 ] 52 06 | — 01 |00 | —-

SC—Submarine Cand'idat:esm: A bu R
RS—Receiving Station Personne]
R—Recruits ) ’ y

T




APPENDIX B—TABLE 1 (Continued

[ i

g o ‘ o

, & ! P2 | 1y | &

: : sl ee e 2 . . . .

ftems I | g | 18|85 |88 B¢ | g5 |58 |¢¢
= T B S
E; gf_ ga Eg §:§ §: ;; ;..E -]
Y — - — U — 3 — ] EWn 27 =2
Studious (50 76 03 00 16 03 [+14] 00 —_ o0
(RS} 46 10 [ 25 18 —_ 13 00
. { R} 53 12 01 | 26 o7 21 o1 —_ —_
Alert {50 99 00 00 01 — o1 a1 —_ —
{RS) 92 01 —_ 05 | 01 — 01 00
(R 94 0z oo 03 o1 —_ 00 — oo
 Modest {50 56 15 01 11 16 00 00 00 00
{RS) 33 30 o0 09 21 —_ 00 00 ot
(R 46 26 01 10 14 01 00" el4] 00
Prompt (50 95 174 00 03 [1)] — — — —_
. (RS) 77 11 .] — a9 0z — — a0 oo
. {R) 88 05 o0 06 01 00 a0 —_ —_
Silent (50 45 15 [ 14 24 00 o0 00 |00
: (RS) 26 33 —_— 13 27 — 00 00 oc
(R} 33 24 01 18 23 o1 00 00 00
Cocky (50 09 02 — 29 59 00 — — —_
(RS} o8 o1 — 47 44 — — — e
1R 07 0z 01 34 54 o1 o0 00 —
Spenders (5C) 32 16 o0 21 30 oo o0 oo 4]
(R5} 50 07 -— 26 16 — 00 02 —_
(R) 23 18 ol 22 35 01 00 00 00
Regulation {SC}) 59 19 00 05 17 00 oo 00 00
{RS} 40 21 —— 13 - 25 a0 01 o0 00
{ R | 57 11 0z 24 08 01 o1 — -—_
Drinking men (50) 11 0% — 16 63 00 — — o0
(RS} 37 08 - 22 32 00 — — 00
{ R} 09 11 0o 24 53 02 00 oL —
Proud (503 89 01 —_ .08 01 —_ 00 _ —_—
(RS) 82 03 — 12 03 . —_ 00 —_ o0
{R 75 04 o0 17 o4 — 00 —_— 00
Dreamers 50 05 22 a0 02 71 o0 — a0 00
{RS) 16 29 — |07 47 | 00 - 00 00
{ R) o4 22 a1 04 67 01 00 00 —
Men's men {503 58 a3 o0 2z 16 oo o1 —_ -_
{RS} 32 02 c—_ 19 45 —_ 01 00 00
(R 48 12 01 25 1" oo 02 00 00
Gamblers (50 12 06 00 18 65 o0 — o0 o0
. (R5) 19 05 — 31 - 44 01 0l —_ 00
{ R 05 06 00 23 &4 ()4 — o1 —_
Rough 50 17 05 — 32 45 o1 00 00 00
(RS} 06 05 — 39 43 — 00 — 6o
{ ’R) 18 13 a0 42 32 01 00 — | o0
Reckless 50 07 09 00 08 76 o0 — 00 —
ARS) 09 11 — 20 59 ] — — 80
{R 06 08 00 10 63 o1 — 01 00
Sawvy (19 83 0z 01 10 03 00 01 a0 00
{RS) 67 03 a0 20 o8 00 o1 00 00
{ R} 61 16 0z 12 07 01 01 01 00
Good mechanics {5C) 54 0 [ 41 03 00 o1 — 00
(RS} 41 03 | — 47 09 — o1 — o0
(R} 48 oz 00 43 05 —_— o1 —_ —_—

SC—Submarine Candidates

RS—Receiving Station Personnel

R—Recruits
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APPENDIX B—TABLE 1 (Continued

4 R
& i - | &
[ . 2e - < . . : T e e
ftems 15151 1|28 B8 1 BEg a8} 48 ) 44
s

SARTERPAR I AR T AR P DY 2 2
. - e B 2D |- —Z 20 |20 |Zz2
Natural . (5C)- 94 03 00 02 (U —_ 00 -— —
' (RS) 8 | 09 — 04 o1 — o0 | — | o0
(R) 84 12 00 03 01 00 00 —
Good pals ‘ (50) 97 01 00 01 o1 — 00 — 00
: (RS) 88 04 00 06 01 - | — —_ 00
(R) 92 05 0l 01 00 — 00 -_— 00
Gripers . (S0 04 08 -—_ 03 83, 01 — 00 ;| 00
(RS) 16 19 — 10 54 . — — 00 00
) (R 06 08 00 11 71 02 0l 00 01
Tough ’ (S0) 30 02 00 47 21 00 00 00 00
(RS) 10 02 - 45 42 — — 00 00
( R} 26 06 00 54 12 01 01 —_ —_
Good looking | (SC) 30 12 00 26 30 01 —_ — _—
: (RS) 12 15 — .| 16 56 00 00 00 0o
(R 32 17 02 26 21 01 01 00 00
Overpaid -(SC) 01 02 — 05 93 00 00 00 00
(RS) 02 03 08 87 00 — 00 00
(R 0l 02 _ 07 88 01 00 00 00
Easily upset. (5C) 01 03 03 92 00 - 00 -
: (RS) 05 24 — 07 64 —_ _ 00 00
(R) 04 12 00 10 72 01 00 00 00
Looked up to (SC) 56 01 40 03 00 01 — 00
: (RS) 42 05 — 41 11 —— 00 01 00
(R) 48 04 00 39 08 — 01 _— ot

SC—Submarine Candidates

RS—Receiving Station Personnel

R—Recruits
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fondie APPENDIXCB 0 00

Table 2—-Frequenc1es and Percentages of Respondents among the
Submarine Candidate, Receiving Station and Recruit Groups,
who Considered Items of the Submariner Stereotype as Most
Important in Submarmers, and the Frequencies and Percent-
ages of the Respondents in each Group who Showed Consist-
ent Type Responses.

(SC) ' “(R) (RS)

’ T = :é ‘v ’ '8 - ‘ % w T = > P

Iterns g 5| 2 ¢ | 55|22 |55 |5 %

| 282 | 285 | BEE | 23 | 3B | izl

o= 5 O o= K OFx O=E L O

, o } % . %
. . o f 1% f of F f % f of F f % f I of F
Hard workers 441 | 40 | 433 98 195 | 39 | 187 % 174 | 36 | 163 94
Clean 466 | 42 | 461 99 183 | 37 | 182 | 100 214 | 45 | 207 97
Strong 18 2 13 72 36 7 31 86 21 4 13 62
Ladies' men 18 2 13 72 12 2 11 92 6 1 4 67
Bright 43 4 38 88 31 6 26 84 32 7 24 75
Generous 13 1 13 | 100 7 1 7 | 100 30 6 27 90
Fond of liberty 72 7 65 90 27 5 26 96 41 9 37 90
Shy 2 1] 2 | 100 40 8 29 73 3 1 3} 100
Brave ) 179 | 16 | 159 89 144 | 29 | 110 76 84 | 17 49 58
Thrifty . 8 1 8 | 100 17 3| 16 94 14| 3 11 79
Good teachers 69 6 |- 50 73 22 4 11 50 42 9 32 76
Reliable 819 | 74 | 815 | 100 218 | 44 | 216 99 227 | 47 | 222 98
Humorous 60 5 52 87 17 3 14 82 25 5 22 88
Good mixers 310 | 28 | 298 96 71 | 14 66 93 91 | 19 77 85
F:ghters 98 9 65 66 |} 114-| 23 55 48 53 | 11 24 45
Studious | 114 | 10 98 86 32 6 21 66 4] 9 28 68
Alert . 703 | 63 | 693 99 286 |. 57 | 275 96 245 | 51 | 225 92
Modest 31 3 27 87 17 3 11 65 14 3 9 64
Prompt 294 | 27 | 287 98 138 | 28 | 131 95 101 | 21 88 86
Silent 83 8 67 81 35 7] 29 83 22 5 15 68
Cocky 14 |- 11 6 43 14 3 4 29 11 2 2 18
Spenders 8 1 51 63 3 1 1 33 8 2 7 88
Regulation 94 9 84 ‘89 48 | 10 31 65 93 | 19 70 { 75
Drinking men 11 1 6 [ 55 14 3 9 64 22 5 14 64
Proud 265 | 24 | 259 | 98 91 | 18 78 86 119 | 25 { 102 86 -

Dreamers 7 1 7 | 100 4 1 3 75 3 1 "3 1] 100
Men’s men . 72 7 58 81 33 7 23 70 24 5 18 75
Gamblers ) 6 1 4 67 9 2 3| 33 12 2 6 50
Rough 17 2] 10 59 13 3 5 39 11 2 2 18
Reckless 13 1 12 92 10 2 5 50 - 13 3 7 54
Sawvy ) 153 | 14 | 137 | 90 15 3 14 93 || 74 ] 15 58 7€
Good mechanics 278 | 25 | 189 | 68 162 | 32 84 52 161 | 34 | 101 63
Natural ) 78 7 78 1 100 26 5 24 92 53 | 11 50 94
Good pals - 378 | 34 | 376 | 100 107 | 23 | 106 99 87 | 18 84 97
Gripers ' 18 2 14 78 7 1 6 86 10 2 3 30

* Cons1stency between self-picture and submariner stereotype; figures represent sum-
mation of frequencies on response types: I am — Submariners are; I am not — Sub-
mariners are not; and No response — No response.




APPENDIX B—TABLE 2 (Continued)

450y R ' : RS}

el % g |BPel®s |Brllog

items 2 8| 2 8§ | . 2| 2.8 |32 |2 &8

ege | 228 | 2zg | £28 | Eyg | Zad

SsE S S=E S S8=E S&e
% % %
. f %o f of F f % £ of F f % f of F
Tough ' T 2a] 2] 14] 58] 53 j11 ] 25] 47| 30} 6] 11| 37
Bood Jooking 1] 6] 1100 s] 1] 2] 33 51 1 31 60
Dver paid 40| @ | 39| 98] 47 9] 451 961l 40| 8 26| 65
Easily upset 37| 4| 44| 94|} 21| 4] 35| 71} 33] 7] 21| &4
Looked up 1o 186 | 17 | 127 | &8 |] 83 |17 ] 48] 58| 97 120 57 ] 59

* (onsistency between self-picture and submariner stereotype; figures represent sum-
mation of frequencies on response types: I am — Submariners are; I am not — Sub-
mariners are not; and No response — No response,

w




APPENDIX B

Table- 3—Frequenc1es and Percentages of Respondents Among the Sub-
marine Candidate, Receiving Station and Recruit Groups,
who Cons1dered items of the Submariner Stereotype as Most
Important in Themselves, and the Frequencies and Percent-
ages of the Respondénts in each Group who Showed Consist-
ent Type Responses.

(SC) r (R) (RS)

Trts | Pzits | P:z|lios

et a Zag £2g98 23g €3 a 282

SEE | 858 | S2E | &2& | SSE | 8§58

% " ‘I % %
f % f of F % £ of F f % f of F
Hard workers 659 | 53 [ 647 ] 99 || 331 |66 | 321 | 97 || 279 | 58 | 263 | 94
Clean 730 | 66 | 702 | 96 || 350 | 70 [ 341 | 97 || 307 | 64 [ 306 | 97
Strong v 33| 3| 14 42 28| 6| 26| 93 6] 3] 12] 75
Ladies’ men 17] 2 13| 77 21 4] 18] 8 || 10| 2| 101 100
Bright 64| 6| 62| 97 s6 |11 | 45| 80 || - 40| 8] 36| 90
Generous 95| 91 94| 99 27} 5| 24| 89 74 | 15| 67| 91
Fond of liberty ] 110 J 10 1 106 | 96 69 |18 | 83 ] 93 57 12| 54| 95
Shy 4] o] o 0 2] o 2 | 100 71 2 1] 14
Brave i 64| 6| 57| 89 30 6| 30 100 22] 5| 15| e8
Thrifty 88| 8| 45| 51 74|15 52| 70 64 | 13| 38| 59
Good teachers ) 59 5 55 | 93 31 6 22 71 64 | 13 50 78
Reliable ‘ 818 | 74 | 814 | 100 || 315 | 63 | 310 | 98 || 308 | 64 | 299 | 97
Humoroils ] 631 61 s8] 92 371 7] 33| 8 3] 7| 27| 19
Good mixers 1322 1291309 ] 96 || 12024107} 8 || 110 | 23| 87 ] 79
Fighters 22| 2| 20] 91 17| 3] 11 ] 65 9| 2 8] 89
Studious i 150 {14 [ 139 [ 931 ag 10| 37 | 77 62 | 13| 43| 9
Alert l 529 | a8 ' 524 1 ,99 }] 207 | 41 | 202 | 98 || 156 [ 32 | 152 | 97
Modest I aa | al 320 73] 12| 2 7| *s8 43| 9} 22| &1
Prompt - | 360 | 32 | 352 98 || 130 | 26 | 119 | 92 || 124 | 26 | 107 | 86
Sifent 57| 5| 44| 77 14| 3 8| 57 25} 5].14] 56
Cocky 6] 11 91 s6 6] 1 3| s0 4| 1 1] 25
Soenders : 14 1 8] s7 8| 2 2| 25 7] 1 3] a3
Regulation 140 | 13 | 120 | 86 64 | 13| 54| 84 81 |17] 571 70
Drinking men s8] 5| 32| 55 40| 8] 25| 63 41| 9] 26| 63
Proud 167 | 15 [ 165 | 99 60 | 12| 52| 87 70 [ 15| 66 [ 94
Dreamers 6| 1] 3} s0 6| 1 3] 50 13| 3 2] 15
Men's men 31| 3| 30| 97 39| 8| 32| 82 10 2| 9 ¢
Gamblers 36| 3| 17| a7 12| 2 6| 50 13| 3 9| 69
Rough ] 61 1 4] 671 4 1 2 50 1] o 1 {100
Reckless 17} 2| 14| 82 s 1 3] 60 6| 1 4] 67
Sawvy - 97 ] 9 89 92 26 5 22 85 18 4 14 78
Good mechanics " Jie0 14 [ 146 | 91|l e0]12] 55 92} €113 | 54 | 89
Natural 148 1 13 {146 | 99 || 60 |.12 49 82 72115 | 65 90
Good pals 226 2012251100 (] 70 ] 14| 68| 97 68 |14 ] 65| 96
Gripers l 13 ] 1] 9l 8] a4t 1] 3] 75| 111 2| 7] e4

* Consistency between self-picture and submariner stereotype; figures represent sum-
mation of frequencies on response types: I am — Submariners are; I 2am not — Sub-
mariners are not; and No response — No response.



APPENDIX B—TABLE 3 (Continued)

(sc ) ®m o (RS)
© ; - =
Bl g |Belts Bz |t s
ftems £ £ i E £ £ % £ £ £ £ £
B o R R84 R R -8 -
ESE E5e 58 F ESE ESE 552
8sE O O= 5 oF® COE S o
% % ' %
fl% f | ofF f 1% 1 f |ofF f | % f | ofF
Tough ] . 41 ¢ 75 2] 0 50 F) 1] 100
Gocd looking - 6] 1 71 70 6] 1 1] 15 ) [} [}
- Overpaid 35} 3] 35] 100 4] 3] 12] 86 21 4] 17} 81
Easily upset 47 ] 4] 4] 98 &l 1 3] s0 19] 4] 9| 47
Locked up to 36| 3] 32] 89} 26] 5] 19| 73 43 ] 9] 35| 81

* Consistency between self-picture and submariner stereotype; fizures represent sum-
mation of frequencies ogi response types: f am — Submariners are; I am not — Sub-
mariners are not; and No response — No response.
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APPENDIX B

Table 4—Frequencies and Percentages of S_ubmé.rine School Candi-
dates who Considered Items of the Submarine Stereotype as
Important in Both Submariners and Themselves.

% %
Items F of total Items F -of total
Hard worker(s) 306 29 Cocky — —
Clean 383 37 Spender(s) 2 0
Strong 3 [/} Regulation 44 4
Ladies’ men 6 1 Drinking men 4 0
Bright 16 2 Proud 85 8
Generous 5 0 Dreamer(s) — —_
Fond of liberty 34 3 Men’s men 11 1
Brave 31 3 Gambler(s) 2 0
Thrifty 2 0 Rough 2 0
Shy —_ _— Reckless* 3 0
Good teacher(s) 24 -2 Sawvy 50 5
Reliable 666 64 Good mechanic(s) 95 9
Humorous 12 1 - Natural - 30 3
Good mixer(s) 157 15 Good pal(s) 110 n
Fighters 4 0 Griper(s) —_ [
Studious 46 4 Tough ] —_— —_—
Alert 406 39 Good looking — ) m—
‘WModest 9 1 Overpaid* 15 1
Prompt 149 14 Easily upset*. 16 2
Silent 16 | 2 Looked up to 18 2

*Items responded to largely &s I am not — submariners are not, whereas the remain-
ing items are largely I am—submariners are '
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TABLE 1.

TABLE 2,

. APPENDIX C -

TOTAL NUMBER OF CHANGES PER ITEM ON THE
SUBMARINER STEREOTYPE AND THE FREQUENCIES
AND PERCENTAGES OF THESE CHANGES WHICH ARE
CHANGES IN SELF-PICTURE, SUBMARINER PICTURE
AND BOTH '

RELATIVE STABILITY OF ITEMS CONSIDERED MOST
IMPORTANT IN SELF-PICTURE AND SUBMARINER
PICTURE OF THE ITEMS ON THE SUBMARINER STEREO -
TYPE BY 109 SUBMARINE CANDIDATES
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4 APPENDIX C
‘ Table 1—Total Number of Changes Per Item on the Submariner Ster-
eotype and the Frequencies and Percentages of These Chan-
‘ges Which are Changes in Self-Picture, Submariner Picture
. and Both. . ' '
% £y £ g
n g T £ - wn ) g
Item g,(fl’, g ‘E? a 4 f s
5% S5¢ 28 32
Swn oho oo [
f % | f % f %
Hard worker(s) 4 36* 6 54%* 1 9 11
Clean ) 1] ¥ 17 94+ 1 6 18
Strong 22 55* 12 30* 6 15 40
Ladies’ man 14 327> 24 55%% 6 14 44
Bright : . 18 72% 4 16% 3 12 25
‘Generous 4 31%* 7 54%* 2 i5 13
Fond of iiberty 8 Y Ak 5 29%%* 4 24 17
Shy ) 18 56* 9 28%* 5 16 32
Brave _ 24 65* 5 14% 8 22 37
. Thrifty 22 48" * a5 33** 9 20 46
Good teacher(s) 27 82* 3 g 3 9 33
. Reliable 2 100%* - 0 0 0 0 2
' HRumorous 2 61" 6 26%* 3 13 23
Geood mixer(s) 14 80*** 2 13* 1 7 15
Fighter(s) 12 29%** 32 63" 4 8 51
« Studious i 15 | 60" 5 | 17* 7 23 30
Alert ’ 3 60* 1 20** 1 20 5
Modest 13 ] 35* 13 35*% 11 30 37
Prompt : 4 50% %> 2 52tx® 2 - 25 8
Silent 20 40%* 24 48* 6 12 50
Cocky 6 18% 20 59*" & 24 34
Spender(s) ; 16 28" 27 47> 14 | 25 57
Reg_ulatiion ’ . 6 15%* 22 54% 13 32 41
Drinking man ) 9 20* 27 59** 10 22 . 46
Proud ’ 14 52* 7 26* 6 22 27
Dreamer(s) 21 48* 15 34>+ 8 18 44
- : Man’s man 19 33* 22 38* 17 29 58
Gambler(s) . 4 13* 19 61*** . 8 26 31
Rough ] 8 21%** 25 64%* [ 15 39
Reckless . . 10 32* 13 42%* 8 26 31
Savvy 21 66** 3 Chad 8 25 32
Gocd mechanic(s) 17 71¥** 7 29%* [\ o || 24
Natural 4 33%** 8 67%% [¢] 0 12
Good pal(s) 2 50* 1 25* 1 25 4
Griper(s) ] 8 _44%F - 3 17** 7 39 18
Touch : 14 34%= 23 56* 4 10 41
"Good looking 14 27%% 30 58* 8 15 52
Overpaid 4 36%% 4 36* 3 27 11
Easily upset 10 59*% 4 24* 3 18 17
Looked up to 28 74* | 5 13** 5 13 38

*Changes predominantly of the type I am -- I am not or Submariners are -- Submar-
iners are not. )
**Chenges predominantly of the type I am not -- I am or Submariners are not -- Sub-
mariners are. :
***Faua! number of changes in both types
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APPENDIX C

TABLE 2—Relative Stability of Ttems Considered Most Important on
Submariner Stereotype by 109 Submarine Candidates

Self-Picture

Submariner Picture

£
: —- < g = - & % =
Htem 2 _§ 8 __g § e § 4 E §
— i —
35 | #3%% | 3¢ | sis:
3EQ %23 3£3 3383
F % H % of F F - % f [%off
Hard worker(s) 65 &0 45 69 46 42 28 &1
Clean 70 64 45 66 44 40 19 43
Strong 2 2 1 50 2 2 .0 [
Ladies’ men 0 1] ] 0 o ¢ 0 0
Generous 7 L] 2 29 2 z2 | 0 0
Fond of liberty 3 3 /101 33 5 5 3 &0
Shy 2 2 1] [+ [+ R+ 4] o
Brave 7 6 3 43 15 14 [ 40
Thrifty 9 S8 3 33 ] o ] o
Good teacher(s) 4 4 1 25 8 7 4 - 50
Reliable 76 70 61 80 84 77 59 70
Humorous ] 4 4 0 ° ki 8 2 22
Good_mixer(s) 27 | 25 | 13 | 48 || 35 | 32 | 15 | 43
Fighter{s) 2 2 [+] 0 4 4 1 25
" Studious 14 13 2 1% 13 12 1 8
Alert a3 39 30 70 70 ¥ 42 60
Modest - s 5 1 20 2 2 0 [+]
“Prompt 28 26 14 50 35 32 13 37
Sifent 4 4 4] 1] - & 1 17
Cocky ¢ 0 0 1] 4 |- 0 1] 0
Spender(s) o 0 o Al o e 0 0
Regulation 7 6 3 43 5 5 2 40
Drinking men [ 6 1 17 ] ¢ L] o
Proud 16 15 B8 50 28 26 13 46
Dreamer(s) 2 2 1 50 b L] Ei] 0
Mer's men o a ¢ o 5 5 1 20
Gambler(s} F 2 0 4] [ 4] i) 1]
Rough 0 1] a 4] 4] 1] 0 ]
‘Reckless 2 2 1 50 1 1 0 ¢
Sawy 6 6 F 33 10 9 [ & 40
Good mechanicis} i1 10 6 55 26 24 16 62
Natural 9 B 2 2z 3 3 1 33
Good pal(s) 18 17 7 39 38 a5 20 53
Griper{s) 3 3 o e 3 3 4] 1]
Tough a a ] 1] 4] 1] 0 1]
Good looking o1 ¢ s ] o (.6 | ¢ 2] ®
Easily upset 13 12 z 15 13 | 12 1.8
Overpald 1 1 [ L] 1] 1 ] o
Looked up to 5 5 1] 4] 9 8 4 45

L]
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TABLE 1.

TABLE 2,

APPENDIX D

THE DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE FOLLOWING FOUR GROUPS
OF SUBMARINE CANDIDATES FOR EACH MANNER OF RE-
SPONSE TO THE ITEMS OF THE SUBMARINER STEREO ~
TYPE: | ¢ |

(1) . SUCCESSFUL SUBMARINE SCHOOL CANDIDATES(SSC )N-994

2) ACADEMICALLY DISQUALIFIED AD)....... seseseriireannaes N-32
3) TEMPERAMENTALLY DISQUALIFIED (TD)..c.cveveennee.. N=57
(4) PHYSICALLY DISQUALIFIED (PD)..cviierereeciiincenneennes N-42

PERCENTAGES OF SUCCESSFUL AND UNSUCCESSFUL SUB -
MARINE SCHOOL CANDIDATES WHO CONSIDERED ITEMS
OF THE SUBMARINER STEREOTYPE AS MOST IMPORTANT
IN THEMSELVES AND IN SUBMARINERS

=57




APPENDIX D

Table 1—The Distributions of Successful Submarine School Candidates
(SSC) and the Academically Disqualified (AD), the Temper-
mentally Disqualified (TD), and the Physically Dlsqualmed
(PD) Groups.

£ [ ... o . ey

& i - RN | &
ftems 1§ 1y | 1a| B8 |88 | Bs| a8 |a8|ds
€ gt el ¢e 2 g

EL 13 E* EL E L E* bl 4 4
€ @ ] ® o & L) o o o9 o9 oo
—W0 — — - V) — U — zWw0n Z2n |22
Hard workers (TD) 93 02 — 05 —_ —_ — — —_
. {PD) 100 — —_ _— — —_— — -
{AD) 94 — — cé — —_ —_ —_ —
(55C) 95 01 00 03 00 00 — — -
Clean (TD) 97 03 — —_ -_— — —_ — —_—
- (PD) | 100 — — — — —_ — — —
(AD) 97 03 | — — — — — -— —
(55C) 95 05 00 00 — - —_ 00 —
Strang (TD) 70 03 — 23 04 — ] - —_ —
(PD) 71 05 02 21 - — — — —
(AD) 78 03 —_— 19 —_ —_— — — _—
(55G) 77 05 00 14 03 00 00 —_ 00
Ladie’s man (TD) 37 02 — 37 23 02 - — —
(PD) 31 — -— 50 14 02 — 02 —_
(AD) 44 06 — 28 22 —_ — —_— —
(S5G) 32 03 00 42 23 —_ 00 00
Bright (TD) 65 02 02 25 07 — — —_
(TD) 76 02 02 17 02 — —_
(AD) ‘84 — — 16 — —_ — — _
) (S5C) 82 01 00 15 02 -00 00 -—_ 00
Generous (TD) 82 | 05 — 07 c4 — — 02 —
PD) 81 07 05 a7 —_ _— -— — —
(AD) 100 — —_ — — -— — — —
{55C) 91 03 01 05 00 — - _— 20
Fond of liberty (TD) 95 02 — 04 —_— —_ — — —
) (PD) 90 02 02 05 — — — — —_
{(AD) 94 — — 06 —_ — — —_ —
(SSC) 93 00 [+]0] 03 02 —_ -— —_— 00
Shy (TD) — 32 —_ — 68 —_ — — —
(PD) 02 24 — 02 69 02 —_ — —_—
(AD) 03 16 — 06 75 —_ — — -
(550) 04 24 [+]0] 03 68 00 —_ -— —
Brave + - (4] 63 —_ — 33 04 —_— ~— — ~——
: ’ (PD) 69 — 02 26 — 02 —_ — —
(AD) 72 —_ — 25 — 03 —_ —_ —
) - i (550) 74 01 00 23 02 — 00 00 —
Thrifty (TD) 46 12 — 21 21 — — — —
(PD) a5 17 — 24 12 02 — —_ _
(AD) 59 09 — 13 19 —_ — — —
(5SC) 46 17 o1 | 16 20 00 00 00 00
Good teachers (TD) 49 05 —_— 39 07 — — — —
(PD) - 55 02 02 38 02 L — —_ -—_ —
(AD) 59 06 — 34 — —_ —_— — —_
(550) 61 02 00 33 02 00 09 —_— 00

SC—Submarine Candidates
RS8-—Receiving Station Personnel
R—Recruits



APPENDIX B;TABLE 1 (Continued)

1
o
& i T8 111 | 8
X : = - =, . s P
ftems 15| lg| 1|88 |28 | Eg g8 |48 ds8
e | ES et lep|ep| ef | S| Sp|tE
§ = 5 v ® o 5 & LR oo o U o8 o o
=0 | B =Z =l =] = 20 |2 |22
Reliable . am 98 —_— —_— 02 — _ — — —_
(FDY | 100 —_ — — — —_ — _ —_
(A} | 100 —_ ] — _ —_ — — — -
{550} 99 00 00 00 Q0 —_ —_ 00 00
Humorous 1o 70 02 — | 1& o9 02 02 — —_
D 71 — 174 21 05 —_ _ j— —_—
(AD) 87 —_ —_ 06 03 - ] 03 —_ -—
{55C 74 03 00 18 04 G0 01 00 00
Good mixers (7D} 86 —_ ] - i1 02 —_ 0z —_— —_—
P 86 —_ 0z o7 [ 02 — —_ —_
(AD) 81 06 —_ 13 _— —_— — —_ —
(550) B89 01 00 09 01 00 00 00 00
Fighters {TD} 51 - _ 37 11 red — — —
- PD) 66 | — | o2 36 82 | — | — | — | -
' - (AD} 59 _— _ 37 03 —_ — - -_
(55C) 43 [ Go 44 11 00 00 00 00
- Studious 1D} 72 04 — 25 —_ — — —_ —
PO} 74 — -—_ 26 | — — —_— J— _—
(AD} 75 — — 25 — — — —_ —_
(550) 77 03 a0 15 o4 00 o0 — o0
Alert m 95 — — 05 — — — —_ —
P 98 — —_ 02 — — — —
(AD) 100 —_ —_ —_ — —_ —_— — _
i (550) 99 o0 o0 01 - — 00 —_ —_
Modest . (TD) 56 09 -_— 15 18 0z — — C—
P2 &0 14 02 14 -10 —_ —_— — -
(AD) 72 06 _ 06 16 —_ ] - _— _
{550 55 16 0o 11 15 —_ o0 00 ]
Prompt 7D} 95 —_ _ 05 —_ —_— _ —_— —
FD) 98 -— —_— 0z —_ —_ —_— —_— _
(ADy | 97 03 | — | — 1 —] =1 =] —=1-—
(S50) 95 oz oo o3 131 - 00 —_ —
- SHent am 37 16 — 21 26 - = =1 =
. )] 43 19 0z 14 21 — — — —
(AD) 37 13 — 22 28 —_ —_ _— —_
{550) 46 15 o0 13 24 — 00 L] o0
Cocky . am 14 04 — 32 51 — — — _
D) 07 —_ ] - 52 31 —_ =] - ] =
AaD | 16 03 — 19 |, 62 —_ — — | -
{(55C) o9 0z a0 28 &0 oo — —_ —
- Spenders - (1D} 46 14 —_ 18 23 —_ — — —
i . PD) 31 21 0z 17 29 — — — —
(AD) 37 28 — 03 31 — — — —
{550) 31 14 oo |- 22 31 o0 00 00 o0
Regulation D &5 11 _— 14 11 — —_ —_ —_—
(PD) &4 19 oz 10 05 — —_ —_ —_—
{AD) | &7 13 -_ 03 a9 — | 08& -_ —_
{(550) 58 19 o0 05 18 o0 00 o0 00
Drinking men (101 12 12 _ 18 58 —_ — — —_
D) 12 14 — 12 50 0z —_ — _—
(AD) 0 | 09 —_— 16 66 - — —F —
{550) i1 08 00 16 63 1 00 —_ - 00

S8C—Submarine Candidates
RS-——Receiving Station Personnel
R—Recruits
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APPENDIX D—TABLE 1 (Continued)

w
v .
& i - A | 8
I - > -

ftems 18| 14| 1s |88 |88 Bs st |at|as
geg | S |t lepglepg | ef | S|t tF
© W © o B | 8o | o So | 0% | 0o | oo
| w8 [ =2 | =0 | = —_Z | 2Z0h | Zh |22

Proud (TD) 89 02 — 07 — — —_ _
. (PD) 90 _— —_ 07 02 —_— —_ - _—
(AD) 84 — —_— 13 03 — — —_ —
. (55C) 89 01 00 08 01 _— 00 00 —_
Dreamers (TD) 09 26 — 02 63 —_ —_— —
(PD) 02 26 — 02 69 —_ — —_
(AD) 13 06 - 03 78 — —_ —_ —
(SsC) . 05 22 00 02 70 00 —_ 00 —_
Men's men (TD) 54 — — 19 25 — — — —_
(PD) 55 07 02 21 12 — — — —
(AD) 53 — — 28 16 — _— — —_—
(85C) 59 03 00 22 15 00 0l 00 —_
Gamblers (TD) 12 04 —_ 16 65 — —_ —_ —_—
(PD) 12 07 —_ 14 67 — -— —_ -_—
(AD) 13 13 — 09 66 — —_ — —_
) - {SS0) 11 06 00 18 65 V] — 00 —_
Rough (TD) 21 07 -— 37 35 — — — —
(PD) 19 —_ _— 33 45 02 — _— —_
(AD) 16 03 —_— 53 28 - —_ — —_
(SSC) 18 | 05 00 -31 46 01 00 00 -—
Reckless (TD) | 12 11 —— 04 74 —_— — —_ —
rD) 07 17 -_ 05 71 —_ —_ —_ —_
(AD) 09 03 —_ 03 84 -— —_— —_
(S50) 06 09 00 08 76 00 —_ — —
Sawy (TD) 75 05 02 14 04 -— — —
(PD) 88 —_ —_ 07 05 — — — —_
(AD) 84 v3 03 13 —_ —_— — —_ —_
(8SC) 83 02 01 10 03 00 01 00 —_
Good mechanics (TD) 47 —_ —_ 53 - - — — —
(PD) 52 —_ — 43 02 02 — -
(AD) .| 44 03 —_ 50 03 — —_— — -
(55C) 55 02 00 39 03 00 01 00 —_
Natural (7D 95 02 02 02 —_— _— —_ —
(PD) 90 02 -— 02 02 —_ 02 —_
(AD) 94 03 —_ 03 _— - —_ — —_
(S5C) 94 03 00 02 01 —_ 00 — —
Good pals aTo 95 02 —_ 02 02 —_ —_ —_ —_
(PD) 95 —_ —_ 02 02 —_ b et —
(AD) 94 —_ —_ 03 03 — — —_ —_
(8sC) 97 00 00 01 01 —_ 00 00 —

Gripers (To 02 16 — 09 73 — _ —_
: (PD) — 05 — — 93 02 —_ -] -
(AD) 03 06 — 03 87 —_ -] = | -
(5sC) 05 08 — 03 83 00 — 00 —
Tough D 37 =1 = 46 8| — | — ] — 1 —
. PO 27 —_ —_ 52 17 02 — e
(AD) 31 09 — 50 09 -— — - —
) (S0 29 02 00 46 21 00 00 00 —_
Good looking (o 19 19 —_ 28 32 — —_ 02 —_
(PD) 31 05 02 33 26 02 — - —
(AD) 34 19 —_ 22 25 — —_ - —
(s5¢) 30 12 00 26 30 01 00 00 —

S§C—Submarine Candidates
RS—Receiving Station Personnel
R—Recruits
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" 4
» i ) 1y |8

1B < -« . . . .

ftems 5| 15| 1g128 |28 251 45|48 |88

er | e e leplep| et |2p{Ep itk

" & ° o oo o & T o T o o% o & =20

et ¥ — — - WY — V¥ — = : Z W Z =X

Overpaid T, — — —_ 0z 98 —_ —_ — —_—

(PD) — 02 — ] — ] | =] = | -] =

(AD) 03 —_] = 05 91 —_f = | -] -

(550 01 02 — 05 93 00 00 00 | =

Easlly upzet g Dy | ez 84 | — 02 93 | — | — | ~—= | —

' *rD 02 02 | — ] — 95 | — | — | = | —

{AD) 03 06 | — 03 87 —_—f =] -] -

ssey | 0 03 | — 03 92 00 | — | -— | —

{ooked up to am 51 00 60 37 02 — —_— ] -

D 50 — ] - 50 | — | — | =] — 1 —

(AD) 56 —_ =} 37 | - 03 03 | — | —

£550) 56 o1 60 40 03 — | n o | -

SC—Submarine Candidates

RS- —HReceiving Station Perszonnel

H-—~Recruils
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APPEKDIX D

Table 2—Percentages of Successful and Unsuccessful Submarine
School Candidates who Considered Items of the Submariner
Stereotype as Most Important in Themselves and in Sub-

mariners.’

S”C“Ff‘." Academically Temperament/aﬂy Physically
Item 2::;';::::5 Disqualified Disqualified Disqualified

Selves Sub'ers Selves Sub'ers Selves Sub’ers Selves . Sub’ers
Hard worker(s) ; 59 39 53 53 62 37 60 33
Clean 65 4] 78 56 61 39 64 45
Strong 3 2 [ —_ 2 -— 5 2
tadies’ men 2 2 T - 2 2 2 2
Bright [ 4 [ 6 —_— 2 7 —
Generous 8 1 3 3 9 _— 12 —_
Fond of liberty 9 6 3 3 18 11 12 5
Shy [ [} 3 3 — = =
Brave [ 16 6 25 11 14 2 14
Thrifty 8 1 [ _— —_ 5 —_—
Good teacher(s) 5 6 13 3 5 .9 - 10
Reliable 72 74 84 63 74 68 71 71
Humiorous 5 6 ] 3 [ 4 17 5
Good miixer(s) 29 28 22 25 28 18 21 24
Fighter(s) 2 8 _ 13 4 1z 7 24
Studious 14 10 [} 9 9 1z 7 7
Alert 47 62 69 72 39 68 4& €0
Modest 4 3 — -— — 2 2 2
Prompt 32 25 T 22 19 26 30 48 43
Silent 5 7 6 | 9 5 g 7 5
Cotky 1 1 — 3 2 — 2 —
Spender(s) 1 1 - —_— — — — -
Regulation 12 8 13 21 14 19 1z
Drirking men 5 1 3 3 7 - —_— 2
Proud 14 24 28 19 14 23 7 26
Dreamer(s) 4} 0 — — 2 P4 2 2
Men's men 3 (] & - 13 2 4 - 10
Gambler(s) 3 1 — — 5 — | 5 —
Rough 0 2 — — 2 2 — | -
Reckless [ P 1 - = 4 2 — | -
Sany i g 14 3 ] 13 11 18 2 |7
Good mechanic(s) 14 24 [ 16 23 34 14 26
Natural 13 7 13 [ 21 5 7 2
Good pal(s) 21 34 15 31 12 32 21 36
Griper(s) 1 1 - — — 4 — —_
Tough 4] 2 — _ 2 4 2 —
Good lookiing 1 0 — — 2 — — —
Overpaid 3 4 2 _— — 4 5 5
Easily upset 4 4 3 3 7 4 7 5
Looked up to 3 16 6 19 — 19 | z 14




